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% NEGLIGENCE *% 
(Other than Automobile) 


Stores and Shops.—Verdict of the jury in favor of plaintiff, a 
customer who slipped and fell on a store floor to which 
a liquid compound Game as Myco Sheen had been applied, was 
held to be supported by the evidence (O’Connor v. J. C. 
Penney Co., Minn. Supreme Ct., { 403,088). Oil on Floor.— 
A special issue inquiring whether oil on the floor.of defend- 
ant’s store was there because of the negligence, if any, on 
the part of defendant was objectionable because it did not 
require a finding as to what act, if any, of defendant con- 
stituted negligence (McLellan Stores Co. v. Lindsey, Tex. Ct. 
of Civ. App., J 403,087). 

Landlord and Tenant.—Plaintiff, a tenant, failed to establish 
that a defective condition of a porch floorboard was the 
cause of a fall resulting in injury to her, and, therefore, 
a judgment dismissing her suit against defendant landlord 
was affirmed (Johnson v. Nichel et al., La. Ct. of App., 
7 403,093). Voluntary Repairs.——Defendant landlord was 
liable for damage to furniture caused by water leaking 
through a ceiling, the court stating that where a landlord 
at the request of a tenant undertakes to make repairs which 
he is not required to make, he is bound to exercise ordinary 
care and skill and is liable for injuries resulting to the tenant 
from his failure to exercise such care and skill (Forken- 
bridge v. Excelsior Mutual Bldg. & Loan Assn., Wis. Supreme 
Ct., 7 403,101). Fall of Ceiling.—Verdict in favor of plain- 
tiffs against defendant landlord, in suit to recover damages 
for injuries sustained as the result of the fall of a bedroom 
ceiling, was held to be contrary to law (Douglas et al. v. 
Manfree Realty Corp., N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., | 403,096). 


Explosions.—Defendant gas company was held liable where an 
explosion in its lines caused plaintiff's wife fright and shock 
and aggravated a serious heart ailment from which she was 
suffering at that time (Texas Cities Gas Co. v. Gomez, Tex. 
Ct. of Civ. App., 403,089). Pedestrian Injured.—Where 
plaintiff was injured while walking along a street when, as 
he struck a match for the purpose of lighting a cigarette, 
gas escaping from a pipe line which defendant construction 
company had broken during the course of its work of grad- 
ing and leveling the surface of a lot exploded, the court 
held that plaintiff’s petition failed to show that defendant 
violated any duty which it owed plaintiff (Perry v. Ready 
Mix Concrete Construction Co., Ga, Ct. of App., { 403,095). 


Product Liability—Plaintiff, who drank a bottle of “Coca- 
Cola” containing a corroded safety pin and suffered an ill- 
ness similar to zinc chloride or copper sulphate poisoning, 
was entitled to have her case against defendant bottling 
company submitted to the jury (Watkins v. Dalton Coca- 
Cola Bottling Co., Ga. Ct. of App., J 403,090). 


Baseball Parks.—Judgment in favor of baseball park patron 
who was injured when he fell into an open hole as the 
result of using an unpaved route which led under the grand- 
stand instead of a concrete walkway provided for patrons’ 
use, was reversed because of errors committed by the trial 
judge (Louisville Baseball Club v. Butler, Ky. Ct. of App., 
J 403,091). 

Student Injured.—Where the minor plaintiff, a high school 
student, was injured while operating an electrically driven 
power lathe in a machine shop classroom because of defend- 
ant Board of Education’s alleged negligence in failing to 
supply aprons or coveralls to students, the court held that 
the Appellate Division erred in reversing a judgment in plain- 
tiffs favor (Edkins et al. v. Board of Education of the City 
of New York et al., N. Y. Ct. of App., § 403,094). 


Malpractice.—The testimony of plaintiffs’ expert witness, to- 
gether with the circumstantial evidence, was held to be 
sufficient to make a jury case on the question of whether 
defendants were negligent in extracting plaintiff wife’s teeth 
and whether such negligence proximately caused the antrum 
to become infected (Hill et al. v. Parker et al., Wash. Su- 
preme Ct., ¥ 403,097 

Lessor’s and Lessee’s Liability—Both the lessor and lessee of 
the adjacent premises were held to be answerable for in- 
juries sustained by a pedestrian who fell on an icy sidewalk, 
but an indemnity provision in the lease between the lessor 


and the lessee was held to entitle the lessor to judgment 


over against the lessee (Johnson v. Prange-Geussenhainer Co 
H. C. Prange Real Estate Co., Appellant, Wis. Supreme Ct! 
7] 403,098). 7 
Blasting Operations.—Where blasting operations by defendant 
caused damage to plaintiffs’ property as the result of vibra. 
tions and concussions, the court held that plaintiffs’ com. 
plaint, drafted on the theory of absolute liability on the part 
of defendant and containing no allegation of negligence 
was sufficient as against defendant’s demurrer (Brown et ai 
v. L. S. Lunder Construction Co., Wis. Supreme Ct., {| 403,099), 


Attack by Dog.—There was an overwhelming preponderance 
of evidence in substantiation of plaintiff's contention that 
defendant knew that his dog had evidenced a vicious dis. 
position prior to an attack on as son and, therefore 
it was error to dismiss plaintiff’s suit (Moore v. Smith, La. 
Ct. of App., ff 403,092). 

Power Company’s Liability —Plaintiff was denied a recovery 
for death of her intestate, a maintenance man of a manufac- 
turing company who was killed when he rushed out to the 
street after the power went off in his plant and picked up 
in his bare hands a live wire of defendant power company 
which had broken and fallen to the street (Menden v. 
Wisconsin Electric Power Co., Wis. Supreme Ct., 403,100). 


Fire Escapes.—In a suit by plaintiff to recover damages for 
injuries alleged to have been sustained as the result of 
defendant’s negligence in failing to equip a three story 
boarding house with fire escapes, the facts did not show 
that plaintiff's injuries were solely the result of his own 
negligence and, therefore, it was error for the trial court to 
give a sole cause instruction (Fassi v. Schuler, Mo. Supreme 
Ct., 1 403,102). 

Bank Invitee Injured.—Judgment in favor of plaintiff, an in- 
vitee in defendant’s bank who was injured as the result of 
slipping on a mixture consisting of cleaning powder and 
water which was left on the floor from the previous night's 
cleaning, was affirmed on appeal (Van Brock v. First Nat. 
Bank, Mo. Supreme Ct., J 403,103). 


Defective Stairway.—Where the body of plaintiff’s intestate 
was found at the bottom of a stairway about an hour after 
he left the second floor of defendant’s house where he had 
been visiting a relative, the court held that the jury could 
reasonably believe that his death resulted from a fall caused 
by a defective condition of the stairway (White, Admz. v. 

erbst, Conn. Supreme Ct. of Err., § 403,104). 


Deliveryman Injured.—Defendant owner was held liable for 
injuries sustained by plaintiff when he fell down defendant's 
cellar steps while delivering a one hundred pound bag of 
coal to the premises, the court finding that the steps were 
not reasonably safe and that plaintiff was in the exercise 
of reasonable care and did not assume the risk in descend- 
ing the steps as he did (Perroni v. The Savings Bank of 
Tolland, Conn. Supreme Ct. of Err., {| 403,105). 


Telegraph Company’s Liability—The minor plaintiff, an em- 
ployee of defendant telegraph company, was checked off 
duty and, thereafter, while riding or pushing his bicycle 
on a sidewalk, collided with plaintiff. The court held that 
he was not acting within the course of his employment and 
within the scope of his authority at the time of the acct 
dent and, therefore, the telegraph company could not be 
held liable (Futterman v: Western Union Telegraph Co., Inc., 
U. S. Dist. Ct., E. D., La., 403,106). 


* LIFE x 


Action on Policy—Venue.—Action to enforce insured’s rights 
under policy as to amount of premium required to keep 
policy in force was an action on the policy within exception 
to venue statute allowing action to be brought in county 0! 
insured’s residence (National Life Co. v. Thomason, Tex. 
Ct. of Civ. App., J 502,628). 


Delivery, Effectiveness of Policy.—Evidence warranted finding 
that policy and rider delivered in Arizona to insured to 
whom credit for first premium had_ been extended were 
effective at time of death (New York Life Ins. Co. v. Rogers, 


U.S.C. C. A., 9th C., 7 502,629). 


Paragraph ({) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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Accidental Wrecking of Car.—Failure of allegations to state 
that wrecking or disablement of car which caused death of 
insured was accidental was fatal to cause of action and 
judgment entered for plaintiff is reversed (North American 
Accident Ins. Co. v. McAlister, Ky. Ct. of App., J 502,630). 

Disability Benefits—Fraud Waived.—Insurer which knew of 
falsity of statements in application but continued to accept 
premiums and treat policy as in force waived fraud and 
could not_avoid liability for disability benefits on that 
ground (Cushman v. Umited States of America, U.S. Dist. 
Ct, S. D., Calif., § 502,626). Notice Excused.—Evidence 
warranted finding of jury that prior to lapse of policy in- 
sured had become so disabled as to be unable to notify 
insurer of his condition or to cause notice to be given by 
someone else on his behalf (Texas Life Ins. Co. v. Sharp 
el al., Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., J 502,634). 

Accidental Injury—Loss of Sight in One Eye.—Jury was war- 
ranted in finding that loss of sight in one eye was caused 
by accidental injury to eye when a grain of hot sand struck 
and lodged in the eye for several days (The Provident Life & 
Accident Ins. Co. v. Downey, Ala. Supreme Ct., § 502,631). 

Accidental Death—Eye-Witness Clause.—Clause relieving in- 
surer of liability for double indemnity benefit where it is 
claimed that death resulted from accidental shooting unless 
there was an eye-witness to shooting was valid and was 
erroneously excluded from evidence (Woodmen of the World 
Life Ins. Society v. Braden, Ala. Supreme Ct., {[ 502,632). 
Intentional Shooting.—Insurer was entitled to affirmative 
charge in action for accidental death benefit, policy except- 
ing injuries intentionally inflicted and those caused while 
the insured was intoxicated (Continental Casualty Co. v. 
Meadows, Ala. Supreme Ct., § 502,633). Presumption of 
Accident.—Evidence warranted jury in relying on presump- 
tion of accidental death in finding that death of insured as 
the result of a gun shot wound was the result of an accident 
and not suicide (Lewis v. New York Life Ins. Co., Mont. 
Supreme Ct., 502,635). Existing Heart Deficiency.—In- 
surer was not liable for accidental death benefit where 
evidence revealed that primary cause of insured’s death 
was angina pectoris from which he had suffered for some 
time prior to his accident (Harris v. Metropolitan Life Ins. 
Co., Ga. Ct. of App., J 502,642). 

Accident Insurance—Cause of Death—Evidence warranted 
finding that lobar pneumonia which caused death resulted 
from injuries sustained in automobile accident within coverage 
of accident policy (Moore v. Commercial Casualty Ins. Co., 
N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., $502,639). Date of Accident. 
—No recovery was allowed under policy for accident occur- 
ring prior to effective date of policy, the retention of the 
premium by the insurer not causing a waiver or estoppel 
(Mutual Benefit Health & Accident Assn. v. Bradford, Ala. 
Supreme Ct., J 502,644). 

Summary Judgment.—In entering summary judgment there is 
no trial of the case and under the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure there is no necessity for the court to make find- 
ings of fact and conclusions of law (The Prudential Ins. Co. 
of America v. Goldstein, U. S. Dist. Ct. E. D., N. Y., 
{ 502,636). 

Insurer’s Default in Paying Disability Benefits—Insurer was 
not liable for damages allegedly sustained when other policy 
was allowed to lapse due to insufficient funds when insurer 
temporarily defaulted in paying disability benefits (Haas v. Pa- 
roe Life Ins. Co. of Calif. et al., Ohio Ct. of App., 

Death Benefit Conditioned on Dependency.—Plaintiff’s failure 
to prove dependency on insured at time of his death pre- 
vented recovery of benefit (Booker v. Standard Oil Co. of 
La, La. Ct. of App., 502,640). 

Dividends Not Subject to Premium Tax.—State Tax Commis- 
Sion wrongfully collected premium tax on dividends paid 
by insurer to policyholders in addition to tax on contract 
Premiums and insurance company was entitled to refund 

(The Prudential Ins. Co. of iene v. Green et al., lowa 
Supreme Ct., 7 502,641). 
Stoppel to Assert Forfeiture —Insurer which accepted late 
Payment and subsequent payments and later made refund 
to insured as member of society was estopped to assert for- 
leiture after death of insured (Woodmen of the World Life 


lus. Society v. Greathouse, Ala. Supreme Ct., {] 502,643). 


*% AUTOMOBILE * 


Insurance Questions—Defense of Suits—In an action to re- 
cover for an insurer’s failure to defend, plaintiff could 
recover only the reasonable value of attorney’s fees in de- 
fense of a damage suit against him, since the alleged con- 
tract with the attorney covered not only those services, but 
others required to force the insurer to comply with the 
policy (Maryland Casualty Co. v. Sammons, for use, etc., Ga. 
Ct. of App., 7 705,773). Exclusion Clause.—Two boys, em- 
ployed temporarily only by the insured, were not considered 
employees within the meaning of the insured’s policy (State 
Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company v. Brooks et al., 
U. S. Dist. Ct., S. W. Div. of W. D., Mo., 705,753). Life 

_ Membership Fee Plan.—A state’s refusal to permit a non- 
resident insurance company to operate under its life mem- 
bership fee plan did not violate the constitutional rights of 
the insurance company (Duel v. State Farm Mutual Automo- 
bile Ins. Co., Wis. Supreme Ct., [ 705,775). Theft Insurance. 
—The insurer was liable under a policy of theft insurance 
where the insured car was taken without the owner’s con- 
sent and wrecked, the taker not having intended to appro- 
priate the car permanently (Baker v. Continental Ins. Co., 
Kan. Supreme Ct., § 705,777). Cooperation of Insured.— 
A soldier in the army who was ordered away under sealed 
orders did not fail to cooperate with his insurer because of 
his absence from the trial of a damage suit against him 
(Reynolds et al. v. Wargus et al., Wis. Supreme Ct., {| 705,782). 
Direct Action.—In a direct action against an insurer, the 
insurer may not set up defenses personal to the insured and, 
therefore, a wife may recover from her husband’s insurer 
(Harvey v. New Amsterdam Casualty Co., La. Ct. of App., 
{ 705,790). 

Carriers’ Liability—Plaintiff recovered for injuries sustained 
when defendant’s taxicab, in which she was a passenger, 
overturned after it was struck by another vehicle at an 
intersection (Black & White Cab Co. v. Clark, Ga. Ct. of 
App., 705,772). 

Governmental Liability—Shoulder of Road.—The State of New 
York was held not answerable for the death of a passenger 
in the automobile which was driven onto the shoulder of 
the road and, because of the condition of the shoulder, could 
not be returned to the road before colliding with a culvert 
(O’Brien, Admx. v. The State of N. Y., N. Y. Supreme Ct., 
App. Div., { 705,764). Unlighted Stanchion.—Plaintiffs did 
not recover damages sustained when their automobile col- 
lided at night with an alleged unlighted stanchion erected 
and controlled by defendant city as a part of a safety island 
for trolley car passengers (Kronenberg et al. v. The City of 
New York, N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., 705,788). 


Employer-Employee Relationship—A garage attendant who 
drove a patron’s car in such a manner as to injure another 
patron was not the servant of the owner of the car while 
delivering same to him at his instruction (Garner v. Martin, 
Kan. Supreme Ct., 705,771). Washer of Car.—The driving 
of an automobile on the public streets was beyond the scope 
of the employment of the individual hired to wash the car 
and the owner could not be held answerable for his negli- 
gence (Kowalsky et al. v. Whipkey et al., Wis. Supreme Ct., 
{ 705,785). 


Identity of Drivers—There was a dispute as to whether plain- 
tiff’s intestate was driving the truck at the time he was 
fatally injured or whether defendant’s employee was driving 
and errors during the trial of the cause necessitated a new 
trial after a verdict for plaintiff (Gadd, Admx. v. Universal 
Road Machinery Co. et al., N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., 
4 705,774). Responsibility of Operation of Taxicab.—On 
all the evidence, the jury would have been warranted in 
finding that the negligently operated cab was being driven 
with defendant’s permission, or that defendant himself was 
driving at the time of the accident and the direction of 
verdict in favor of defendant was improper (Hiscox v. Jack- 


son, U. S. Ct. of App., D. C., 705,779). 


Guests or Occupants—Parked Truck Beyond Flare.—A host 
was held answerable for injuries to his guests when he 
drove by a flare on the road and crashed into a truck that 
was parked beyond the flare (Albia Desrosiers v. Cloutier, 
N. H. Supreme Ct., 705,762). Recklessness.—Instruction 


Paragraph ({) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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AUTOMOBILE—Continued 


telling jury that in order to recover guest must show that 
there was an apparent or obvious danger from which jury 
could infer that host was aware and yet proceeded without 
heed was approved (Peter v. Thomas, lowa Supreme Ct., 
{ 705,766). Status—Where a complaint relied upon a 
carrying-for-hire and where the evidence failed to show 
that defendant-driver received anything of value from the 
passenger, the proof failed to make a case for the jury and 
the action of the trial court in directing a verdict for de- 
fendant was proper (Frymier, Admr. v. Butler, Ind. App. 
Ct., 7 705,768). Wilful and Wanton Misconduct.—The evi- 
dence supported a verdict for a guest who was injured 
when his host, in a fit of anger, drove his car at an excessive 
rate of speed and refused to attempt to avoid an approaching 
car (Taylor v. Laderman, Mo. Supreme Ct., ff 708,776), 


Pedestrians Injured—Shoulder of Road.—Defendant was held 


answerable for the death of a pedestrian who was killed 
when, while walking on the shoulder of the road, he was 
struck by a large freight truck, owned by defendant, travel- 
ing on a regular route, and driven by an authorized em- 
ployee (Butler, Admx. v. Dixie Ohio Express Co., Tenn. Ct. 
of App., { 705,755). Lookout.—The charge that it was the 
duty of a pedestrian not only to look before he started to 
cross the street, but to keep on the lookout while crossing 
at too heavy a burden upon him (Dlugoff, Adm-x. v. 

ecklin, N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., $705,751). Veering 
Behind Parked Car.—A driver who veered to his left so 
closely behind a car parked in the opposite direction, and 
to his extreme left side of the road at a time when he could 
not see if anyone was behind the automobile was held 
answerable for the severe injuries inflicted upon a little girl 
who was standing behind the car (Keller et al. v. Stevenson 
et al., La. Ct. of App., § 705,761). Crossing Street—In an 


action to recover for injuries sustained by plaintiff as a 
result of being struck at a street crossing by an automobile 
operated by defendant, the evidence was sufficient to sup- 
port a finding that defendant was meee as charged in 


the complaint (King et al. v. Ransburg, Ind. App. Ct., 
{| 705,769). Passing Truck.—Plaintiff was denied recovery 
for injuries sustained when, as she was passing a truck 
stopped in the alley for the purpose of unloading mer- 
chandise in an adjacent building, the driver started the truck, 
the jury assessing her negligence at 57 per cent (Jackowska- 
Peterson v. D. Reik & Sons Co. et al., Wis. Supreme Ct., 
{ 705,783). Deflected Vehicle—One of the two cars which 
collided at an intersection was deflected against a pedes- 
trian as he stood on the sidewalk and the driver responsible 
for the collision was held answerable for the pedestrian’s 
injuries (Pittman v. Hunter et al., La. Ct. of App., J 705,787). 
Point of Crossing.—Plaintiff claimed that he walked around 
the neutral ground at the corner and defendant claimed that 
plaintiff stepped from the neutral ground into the left fender 
of his car; the court resolved the questions of fact in favor of 
defendant (Tausier v. Landwehr, La. Ct. of App., § 705,791). 


Children Injured—No recovery was permitted for injuries 


sustained by a child who ran across the street from behind 
cars parked at the side of the road and struck the side 
an approaching automobile (Beattie et al. v. Strasser et al., 
Wis. Supreme Ct., § 705,784). Struck by Car.—A child 
and his father recovered damages resulting from the child’s 
injury when run over by defendant’s truck (Razauckas et al. 
v. New York Dugan Bros., Inc., N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. 
Div., § 705,889). Nature of Section—Whether the section 
in which plaintiff's son was run over was a village or town 
was not important and the court’s erroneous statement of 
the population could not alter its original decision that 
defendant was liable (Patrick et al. v. Mitchell, Ala. Supreme 
Ct., 9 705,792). Maintenance of Playground.—The court 
was justified in saying that it was a question for the jury 
as to whether it was negligence on the part of defendants to 
permit the truck to enter without taking any precaution to 
maintain the safety of the children’s playground by provid- 
ing a watchman or otherwise (Hieken et al. v. Eichhorn et all, 
St. Louis Ct. of App., Mo., § 705,793). 


Stationary Vehicles Struck.—Recovery was awarded for in- 


juries sustained by an occupant of the car which collided 


with an illegally parked car, there being ample evidence 
that the parked car was owned by defendants and operated 
by their agent (Selman & Thompson et al. v. Hazel Garrett: 
Selman & Thompson et al. v. Wayne Garrett, Tenn. Ct, of 
App., $705,756, 705,757). Clearance of Bus.—The verdict 
of the jury holding a bus company answerable for injuries 
sustained by an occupant of the automobile which collided 
with the rear of its bus, stopped on the pavement without 
the clearance required by the Tennessee statute (Jaggers 
v. Southeastern Greyhound Lines, Inc., U. S. C. C. A,, 6th C. 
{ 705,752). Stop of Forward Vehicle.—Plaintiff recovered 
for injuries sustained when the rear of her car was struck 
by defendant’s truck when she brought her car to a stop, 
extending her arm as a signal of her intention, to avoid a 
wire on the pavement (Sequatchie Coal Co. v. Shelton, Tenn. 
Ct. of App., 705,760). Street Car.—Parking of street 
car on tracks in such a manner as to obstruct the view of 
a motorist is not such an independent ground of negligence 
as may be submitted to a jury as the sole cause of a 
collision (Thomas v. Des Moines Ry. Co., lowa Supreme Ct., 
{ 705,765). Stop to Turn Left——Defendant, who stopped 
near center line preparatory to turning left, did not 
violate parking statute and was not liable for injuries 
to occupants in approaching vehicle which was struck 
by the car following his as the latter vehicle attempted to 
pass his on the left (Bauer et al. v. Bahr et al., Wis. Supreme 
Ct., 7 705,780). Stop to Allow Alighting.—Appellant who 
stopped for the purpose of permitting guests to alight did 
not unlawfully stop on pavement and was not responsible 
to other guests for injuries sustained when the car was 
struck from the rear (Gast v. Dallmann et al., Wis. Supreme 
Ct., § 705,781). 


Intersection Collisions.—In an action to recover for wrongful 


death resulting from an intersection collision, even though 
decedent’s car entered the intersection without stopping, the 
question as to whether such negligence was a contributing 
cause of his injuries and resultant death was for the jury 
(Teegarden v. Brown, Admx., Ind. App. Ct., { 705,767). 
Crossing Almost Completed.—Plaintiff recovered for in- 
juries sustained when her car, brought almost to a 
stop before entering an intersection, was struck by a 
rapidly driven truck when her car had almost completed 
crossing the intersection (Standifer et al. v. Montgomery, 
Tenn. Ct. of App., J 705,758). Duty to Yield a of Way 
at Driveway.—The proximate cause of plaintiff’s damages 
in a collision was his wife’s failure to yield the right of way 
to defendant as she emerged from a private driveway and 
her negligence was imputable to plaintiff (Colburn v. West, 
Jr., Tenn. Ct. of App., J 705,759). 


Opposing Traffic Collision—Intoxication—The court's refusal 


to instruct the jury on defendants’ theory that plaintiff was 
driving while under the influence of intoxicating liquor 
necessitated a new trial after a holding that defendants were 
responsible for an opposing traffic collision (Western States 
Grocery Co. et al. v. Mirt, Okla. Supreme Ct., | 705,763). 


Railroad Crossing Collisions—A deceased was presumed to 


have exercised due care where there was no evidence as 
to what she was doing at the time when the truck in which 
she was riding was struck by a train at a crossing (Borrson, 
as Guardian v. Missouri-Kansas-Texas R. R. Co., Mo. Sw- 
preme Ct., { 705,778). Speed of Train.—Instruction author- 
izing recovery upon failure to slacken speed of train under 
the humanitarian doctrine was erroneous and necessitated 
new trial after verdict awarding plaintiff recovery for the 
death of her husband (Krause v. Pitcairn et al., Recrs. of 
Wabash Railway Co., Mo. Supreme Ct., 705,786). 


Statute of Limitations.—Service of process under nonresident 


owners statute did not render inapplicable provision of 
statute of limitations excluding period of nonresidency from 
period within which suit must be brought (Gotheiner et al. 
v. Lenihan, N. J. Supreme Ct., 705,770). 


Practice and Procedure—Voir Dire Examination.—Court 


abused its discretion in permitting plaintiffs counsel to 
question jurors on voir dire examination concerning possible 
connections with the insurance company defending the ac- 
tion (Kavanaugh v. Parret, Ill. Supreme Ct., {| 705,754). 


Paragraph ({]) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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